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Vonach's citation of ancient notices on Isocrates is very full, as it includes 
critiques from Cicero, Quintilian, Dionysius, Caecilius, Philostratus, Hermo- 
genes, and the Btos diwvjuos. The biographical notice of Photius on 
Isocrates is shown to be certainly taken from Pseudo-Plutarch; the exact 
source of the literary criticism cannot be definitely ascertained but it is 
probably Caecilius, as in the case of the preceding three orators, although 
the possibility is not excluded that other critics may have been used to a cer- 
tain extent by Photius in supplementing his own views. 

So also in the case of Isaeus, Photius' biographical statements have their 
source in Pseudo-Plutarch; the critical remarks in Caecilius. 

Vonach's work seems to have been carefully performed and his analysis 
is, I think, sound. It is his intention to conclude the study with a similar 
investigation of the five later orators. 

LaRue Van Hook 

Columbia University 



Stichomythica. By L. Maccabi. Urbini: Typ. Melch. Arduini, 
1911. 

This little monograph is a suggestion of possibilities in a little-worked 
field rather than an actual advance into the work. Prompted by a phrase 
of Korte's, "stichomythia a comoedia ceteroquin aliena," and by the absence 
in Gross's thesis on the subject of an extended treatment of stichomythia 
in comedy, Maccari has here collected the stichomythic passages in the 
remains of Greek comedy and in Plautus and Terence. Unfortunately an 
apparent lack of definition has brought about the inclusion of much that is 
in neither form nor spirit stichomythia, and the omission of some passages 
clearly stichomythic in spirit at least. As a consequence his lists are not 
dependable. He reaches but one conclusion, and that an obvious one, that 
Latin stichomythia is a merely formal and rhetorical imitation of the Greek 
as Menander's is of Euripides'. Finally he fails to see, or at least to point 
out, the fact that the long stichomythic passage in Menander of which 
Korte is speaking is neither parody nor comic repartee but real attempt at 
the effect of tragedy and, as such, unique. 

J. Leonard Hancock 

The University op Chicago 



Apulei Platonici Madaurensis Florida, recensuit Rtjdolfus Helm. 
Leipzig: B. G. Teubner. 1910. 

The Florida of Apuleius is not in itself an extensive work, covering in 
this edition only 43 pages. But a photographic reproduction of a page of 
the codex, a preface of 60 pages, and an addition of 35 pages of advertise- 
ments help to make a volume of respectable size. The preface deals with 
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many questions of textual criticism, though without much bearing on the 
text of the Florida. As the latter is free from emendations and variants 
the task of a new editor is confined to the suggestion of new readings for the 
lacunas and hopelessly corrupt passages of the archetype. Van der Uliet's 
edition of 1900 is criticized by Helm for a proneness to conjectural emenda- 
tion and because more value was placed on codex <f> than on F, both of which 
are MSS of the eleventh century and are kept in the Laurentian Library at 
Florence. But if Van der Uliet was too venturesome, Helm is too conserva- 
tive. He has left unchanged not a few passages which other scholars have 
declared unintelligible, and in others a slight change has not improved 
matters much. For example, in the well-known description of the flight 
of the eagle, p. 2 (Oud. 9), the MS reads inde cuncta despiciens ibidem pin- 
narum eminus indefessa remigia. Helm changes eminus to eminens, while 
Van der Uliet reads inhibens for ibidem, and all one can say is that the latter 
reading can be construed and that Apuleius certainly wrote neither of them. 
Helm's few independent emendations are not always happy. The insertion 
of negare, p. 9, is quite unnecessary and no lacuna need be supposed after 
queat on the same page. The careful use of italics in the text and a copious 
critical apparatus keep the reader informed at all stages of the wording of the 
MS and the history of the present text. I have, however, noticed a few 
errors, such as the spelling filosophos, p. 9, and two slight inaccuracies in the 
crit. app., one on p. 2, where innitens is given as Oudendorp's text, though it 
is only a suggestion in the crit. app., and again, p. 41, Van der Uliet suggests 
commotam but gives the MS reading commentam in his text. The work of 
Helm is interesting and ingenious but in no doubtful case are his emendations 
convincing. 

Thomas K. Sidey 



